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will not provide significant benefits to third parties because ofthe limitations inherent in the
_service creation parameters established by the LECs.IOI7

474. Several parties argue that incumbent LEC SCP databases and AIN triggers in the
incumbent LEC switch should be unbundled for a requesting carrier.1011 Most incumbent LEes
argue that sufficient mediation needs to be developed and implemented before any third party
interconnection to AIN will be technically feasible. IOI9 Some parties, however, counter that there
is sufficient screening in the STP and that incumbent LEes should be required to accept AIN
signaling messages ftom competitors' AIN SCP databases without additional mediation.1090

AT&T argues that the refusal to carry AIN messages prevents competitive carriers ftom offering­
the same advanced AIN and CLASS services as the incumbent1.1 AT&T further contends that
mediation will not be necessary, because just as carriers are certified before interconnecting with
other carriers' SS7 networks, carriers can be certified for AIN.1092 Some competitors argue that a
short transitional period ofmediated access could be established to allow time for the adoption of
standards to ensure network integrity, but only ifincumbent LEes were required to use the same
mediated access.1093

475. A few parties, including AT&T and MCI, propose unbundling ofAIN in order to
allow competing carriers to interconnect their own SCP database to the incumbent LECs' AIN so
that competing carriers could provide call processing instructions to the incumbent LEC's switch

IGI1 AT&T comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at S-Il (~wouldbe restricted to the~ LEe's AIN
architecture and software platform, preventing the creation aDd~~ent of~ue AIN semces); ALLNET
commeD1s in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; Adlioc Telecommunications Users CoDimittee comments in CC Docket
No. 91-346 at 8-9.

1011 Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee comments at 17; GCI at 12; Louisiana Commission at S; LeI
comments at 18.

Ie. BellSouth comments at 47. Mediation refers to additional~ software or devices to prevent incorrect or
un.acc:eptable AIN messages 1i'om reaching the switch or SCP database. Id

10lI0 AcrA comments at21 (mediation devices will increase dial delay and sipifican~ increasecom~
costs); Co!DPTel comments at 4S (since section 2S I UU=&:is limited to toJeOOmmUDications caniers, Who
a1NadY adh~ ~ netwoIt security aad. integrity requirements as weD as rigorous testing procedures, there is no
need (or mediation for Iccess to AIN elemciilts).

lotI AT&T reply at 20 (arguinJ that such a refusal violates the requirement of section 2S1(c)(2) for interconnection
on "just, reasODable and nOndiSc:riminato" terms).

10P2 See Letter in CC Docket No. 91-346 ftom Bruce Cox, Government Affairs Director, AT&T, to William F.
Caton,A~~, FCC, Aug. 21, 1995 (AT&TIntelligent Networb Proposal) Attachment at 2; Ind lee
PacTel replY-at 22 (c:eriification wOuld not jJreVent~ from sending erroneous messages to an incumbent
LEC's AIN SCP which could lead to unautliorized changes in a customer's service or PIC).

Ion Cable & Wireless comments at 2S; MCI comments at 36; ACSI comments at 44.
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for calls to or from its own customers,lC»4 ATelT argues that this would allow it to offer different
services to the customer than does the incumbent LEe, which would increase competition in the
local exchange market.109S Ericsson admits that this is "an attractive concept which might
increase competition" but argues that there are numerous technical issues that must be resolved,
including billing and service interaction issues.1OM Incumbent LEes, manufacturers and other
parties argue that it is not technically feasible for a competing provider to connect its own
alternative call processing database to the incumbent LEe signaJina network.1097 Many parties,
including virtually all incumbent LEes, argue against allowing a competing canier or rescUer to
connect its own alternative call processing database directly to the incumbent LEe's SS7 network
because of the network reliability and security issues it creates,loti lhese parties warn that
requiring such unbundled access to AIN could make an incumbent LEe's switch vulnerable to
inappropriate routing and billing instructions from the competitor's SCP,1099 BeUSouth argues
that the Intelligent Networks docket supports a finding that this type ofAIN unbundling is not
technically feasible,ll°O Sprint contends that it could not forecast capacity needs for a competing

10M ACfA comments at21; AT&T comments at 23-25imC::e & W'Jl'eless comments at 24; MCI comments at 18,33
(arguin tbat such interconnection is SUDPOrted b the . ofthe InformatioolndustrY Liaison Committee
(lILC)~e #026 Task Force on Long Term un=&>; ~pTelcomments at 44; AT&T reply at 19-20.

lotS AT&T comments at 23-25. AT&T admits tbat this ~ement would require carriers to a.sree.~ an
expanded silD81ing message set for AIN call processing, but it IIIJUeS that such m...es are already defined by
Bellcore ana it is the refusal of incumbent LEes' to accept them tbat prevents its deployment. Id

1096 Ericsson comments at 6.

1097 Sprint comments at 41 (there are sisz:nificant network reliability issues involved with introduciq a third party
dataOase to an SS7network); BeUSoutli comments at 46 (before interccmnection ofa third-party database to an
incumbent LEC's sipalin~ system, more development is still needed for routin,a, protocol screeain& call gapping,
resource contention, overlOad control, feature intenction~ent and billiDl conc:erns for sucIi an
amngement); Ericsson comments at 6 (interconnection ofa thid-party database to an incumbent LEe's signaling
system miPtPJ'C!Ilote competition but there are complex technical issUes to address before such a scheme could
become teChnically feasible); Teleport comments at 3"7-38.

1011I BellSouth comments at 4s.46 (introduction ofa third-DatY data.... to III incumbeat LEes siIQIIiq~
creates the potential for fraud,~, and ,lamming o(the incumbeirt LEes CUItGmerS)i~ comments at 45
{record in CC Docket No. 91-346 is ieplete with evidincedem~ the current tecbDal infeuibilitY of
intel'CODIleetion oftbird-PartY daIab8ses to III incumbent LEe sipaUnl system): Swint C'.ODIJMD1s It41 (cannot test
for system validation ana feiture interaction); Teleport comments at 3'T-38; GvNW comments It 30-31 (such
interconnection must be mediated to protectDoth networks from potential nann from incorrect SS7 messages).

1099 BellSouth comments at 46; Ericsson comments at 6; TCG comments at 37-38; GTE~RP.id21-22 (third-part)'
access to AIN trigprs nottedmi~ feasible without mediation because ofnetwork reliab" and service integrity
issues); Teleport comments at 37-38; but lee Cable &W'Jl'eless comments at 24 (incumbent lII'JUD1eDts
con~ network integrity are analogous to AT&T arguments in Carterfone that non-Ben System. equipment
could cause malfunctions in the network).

1100 BenSouth comments at. 45-46 (areas stilln~ resolution include~ PJ:OloCOI screening, call gapping,
resource contention, overload control, feature interaction mangement,~b~. See abo Leair in CC Docket
No. 91-346 from Karen W~:'vision Mmager, AT&T, and.BcD G. Almond, EXecutive Director,Fe4eral
Re~ BellSouth, to Wi' F.~~ SecretarY, FCC, Dec. 14, 1995 (ATcfcT-JWISouth IlfISlligent
Networks :Joint Report). The 4TcfcT-BeII South Intelligent N'etworks Joint Report detailed the results oftheir
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carrier's alternative database in order to identify its own network capacity requirements. I101

GVNW adds that any national rule requiring such a form ofinterconnection would require many
small incumbent LEes to make uneconomic upgrades oftheir switches in order to accommodate
it1102

476. Many parties contend that fmther testing ofAIN is needed before further access and
interconnection between carriers can be considered technically feasible. II03 Most of the BOCs
support a two year testing plan for the industry to further investigate issues relating to AIN
before moving forward to third party interconnection.I1M Several parties, however, urge the
Commission to reject the LEes' proposed Intelligent Networks testing plan, argue that it is not
necessary to ensure network integrity and that it is inconsistent with the 1996 Act.IIGS Parties
opposed to the LEes' testing plan assert that it is vague and revisits work that has already been
done in existing industry fora I10' Supporters ofthe LEes' testing plan, however, counter that
they are willing to consider working within existing industry fora,ll07 As described in the
Intelligent Networks docket, the LEe testing plan will take place over a two year period with
:final recommendations to be decided by the participants themselves. Some competitors, while

Iaboratory-to-labontory test concerning the interconnection ofan AT&T SCP to BellSouth's SSP. ld

1101 Sprint comments at 41.

1102 GVNW comments at 30-31.

1Il1i BellAtJantic comments at 29 n.l0; BeIlSouth commeDts at 47; EricuoD comments at 6-7; GTE eemmients at 42;
GVNW comments at 32; Lincoln Tel. comments at 10; SBC comments at 46; U S West COIDIIleIlts at 58.

1104 Ben At1lmtic COIDIDtIIlts at 29 n.l0; BeIJSoqth commClDts at4~commepts at 42; LiDcoID Tel. c;:ommeot,a at
10; sse COIIUDeDts at 44 (Caromip.ioD should issue order in CC No. 91·346 that IIldoaes the Tier 1 LBCs'
jointproposaJ for anin~ INRect)~West comments at 58(~tesdDa pJan wilIlIId to deve10DmeDt
ofDOD-~ AIN iDteifacei). &Ie in CC Docket No. 91-346 froiD SIDchW~t Director. FedinJ.
~l~BC Conmnmications, Inc•• to WiIliIDl F. Caton.A~ Sec:nIary. Fcc. JUDe.~995 (LEe
lntilligtlll! l'Ietworla ProDo.ra/). Active~ in the LEe ProPosal are :sen AtIIDtic, Plete), SBC and U
S West. Other incumbeDt LEes supporting the LEe Proposal, but not currently "active" include BellSouth, Lincoln
TeL. SNET. and Sprint.

1105 Cable & W'nless comments at 26; MCI comments at 36-37. See also AT&T update comments in Docket 91-
346 at 5-6. .

1106 MCI comments at 36-37; but see GTE reply at 22 (testing is necessary and is Dot intended for delay).

1107 Letter in CC DocketNo. 91·346 &om S8Ddra W.... Director, Federal RuulatorY SBC CommUDic:ations, to
William Caton,A~ Soc::retary, FCC.~ 22, 1996 (SBC May 221ntelligMI?fetwOi-b Ex Parte}. sse contends
that the Joint LEe project~~ anew forum~ in~ to Mers prior assertions thatAnS
sponsored forums were ineffeCtive in addreSsing interconnection issues. ld at 4-5.
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477. Some commenters believe that a Commission order to Unbundle AIN fimctionalities
would satisfy the objectives ofthe Intelligent Networks proceeding}l09 AT&T aSserts that, if
unbundled signaling explicitly includes the exchange ofAIN signaling messages between
incumbent LEC switches and competitor's SCPs, then the Commission does not need to pursue
CC Docket No. 91-346 further because its objectives will be met in this proceeding.U10 SBC,
however, urges the Commission not to merge the Intelligent Networks proceeding into this
dock.etU11

eo Discussion

478. In the interconnection section above, we conclude that the exchange ofsignaljng
information between LECs necessary to exchange traffic and access call related databases was
included within the interconnection obligation ofsection 251(cX2).1112 Thus, notwithstanding
any obligations under sectiQn 251(cX3), incumbent LECs are required to accept and provide
signaHng in accordance with the exchange oftraffic between interconnecting networks. We
conclude that this exchange of signaling information may occur through an STP-to-STP
interconnection.

(1) Signaling Links and STP

479. We conclude that incumbent LECs, upon request, must provide nondiscriminatory
access to their signaling links and STPs on an unbundled basis. We believe it is teclmically
feasible for incumbent LECs to provide such access, and that such access is critical to entry in
the local exchange market. Further, the 1996 Act requires BOCs to provide "nondiscriminatory
access to databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion" as a

11. Cable & Wireless comments at 15; MCI comments at 36 (advocating 1hat the Commission refer outstanding
issues fiom the ULC Issue #026 couensus documem to an esCIbJiIhed forum and that it sbouId mOlli1Dr progress to
eosure implementation ofaccess to the remaining interface points is accomplished within six months oftbe end of
an initial negotiation or arbitration process).

1109 AT&T comments at 25 n.29; Cable & Wireless comments at 26.

11I0 AT&T comments at 15 n.29.

1111 sac comments at 46 (arguing that record in CC Docket No. 91·346 is already complete).

1112 See~a, Section IV. We empbas~J in Section VJ.4.c.(4), suchex~e ofs~ information does not
include dieex~e ofAIN~ intonnation between networks for the purpose ofproViding AIN messages to
the incumbent s switch 1i'oIn a competitor's SCP database.
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precondition for entry into'in-region interLATA services. I I I' Thus, it appears that Congress
contemplated the unbundling ofsignaling systems as network elements.

480. We conclude that access to lUlbundled signaling links and STPs is technically
feasible.11l4 The uugority ofcommenters, including incumbent LEes, agiee that it is technically
feasible to provide unbundled access to signaling links and SlPs.1115 Parties note that incumbent
LECs and signaling aggreptors already provide such access.1ll6 In addition, several state
commissions already require incumbent LEes to provide unbundled elements ofSS7
networks.1ll7 Because ofthe screening role played by the STP and associated network reliability
concerns that were raised in the record, however, we do not require that incumbent LECs permit.
requesting carriers to link their own STPs directly to the incumbent's switch or call-related
databases.llil We take a deliberately conservative approach here because ofsignificant evidence
in the record and we note that mere conclusory objections to technical feasibility would not alone
be sufficient evidence.

481. Under section 251(d)(2XA), the Commission must consider whether access to
proprietary network elements is necessary.1119 Commenters did not identify proprietary concerns
with signaling protocols for the SS7 network.H2O Moreover, in general, SS7 signaling networks
adhere to Bellcore standards, rather then LEC-specific protocols and provide seamless

1113 47 U.S.C. f 271(cX2XBXx). See also stltaDeot ofsen. Pressler,~ that "access to sipa1iqand eJItIbeses
[is] important ifyou are going to compete and let into 1I1e market." 141 COnI. Rec. 88163 (TUDe 12, 1995).

11I4 As diIc::used i1ifra, we conclude that it is DOt 1edmica1Iy feuible to unbundle 1he SCP fiom its IIlIOCiated sn»,
therefore, we do DOt~ iDcumblm LBCa to UDbuDdlo thole sip,linl Dab coonectina SCPs to STps. We
~asize that we take this coaservative course here because ofthe nat evideDce in 1I1e record and note that mere
conclusory objections to technical feasibility will not be considered sufficient evidence ofsuch.

1115 See, e.g., AT&T comments at 23; TIA comments at 14; US West comments at 48; PacTel reply at 21·22.

1116 s.. e.g., BeUSouth comments It43; GVNW comments at 29; NYNEX comments It71; USTN reply It 1.

1117 See, e.g., Colondo Commission comments at 24; Michigan Commission comments It 12; Texas Commission
comments It 19.

1111 See, e.g., Ameritech comments It SO; Bell Atlantic comments at 27; MCI comments at 34-35; Sprint comments
at 40. We note,~!",erl that we do not preempt those state commissions that have required incum"bent LEes to do
so. See nJinois WflOleStlle Order.

111' 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(dX2XA).

1120 AT&T argues that there are no ~ietaly information issues because siplin, information is generated in 1he
incumbent LEe's switch and is provisiOned entirely by the incumbent LEe. AT&: comments at 26.
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interconnectivity between networks.1121 Thus, we conclude that the unbundling ofsignaling links
and STPs does not present proprietary concerns with respect to the incumbent LEC.

482. Under section 251(d)(2)(B), the Commission must consider whether "the failure to
provide access to such networlc elements would impair the ability ofthe telecommunications
carrier seeking access to provide the services that it seeks to offer."l122 Access to signaling
systems continues to be a critical element to providing competing local exchange and exchange
access service. The vast majority ofcalls made over incumbent LEC networks are set-up and
controlled by separate signaling networks. Incumbent LEes argue that access to signaling
systems and associated databases is already available from other providers and therefore, they
should not have to unbundle them. for access by competitors.1123 As discussed above, section
251(dX2)(B) only relieves an incumbent LEC ofits unbundling obligation ifother unbundled
elements in its network could provide the same service without diminution ofquality. Because
alternative signaling methods, such as in-band signaling, would provide a lower quality of
service,ll24 we conclude that a competitor's ability to provide service would be significantly
impaired ifit did not have access to incumbent LECs' unbundled signaling liDks and STPs.

483. The purchase ofunbundled elements ofthe SS7 network gives the competitive
provider the right to use thoSe elements for signaling between its switches (including unbundled
switching elements), between its switches and the incumbent LEC's switches, and between its
switches and those third party networks with which the incumbent Lac's SS7 network is
interconnected. When a competitive provider pW'Chases unbundled switching from the
incumbent LEC, the inC11lIlbent LEC must provide nondiscriminatory access to its SS7 network
from that switch in the same manner in which it obtains such access itself. Carriers that provide
their own switching facilities should be able to access the incumbent LEC's SS7 network for each

1121 A few CClIIIIDeDlIrs urp that we ~"bit incumbent LEes from ..1mI.. a~ interest in sipaling
protocols. These parties that Such a~ interestconfIi~ the contin' ~ for
access to signaling~T:o maintain die seamless nationwide "network ofDetw~~gSeeFrontier C:ents at
16 D.31; Wyoming Commission comments at 24.

1122 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(dX2)(B).

1123 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic comments at 27-28; BellSouth comments at 44; GTE comments at 40-41; NYNEX
comments at 71.

I124SS7 network signaling is c:ritic:al in the provision ofmodern teJeoommUDications services, allo'!iq signaling
messages to travel~ from the voice oath for individual calls, increasing~ and maIdD2~le a
host ofnew~alinB- ' services. AT&T comments at 23.~ features like Calliilg Number fdentifie:ation
(Caller 10) Ca~Name Identification, as well as enhanced Call set-up ftmctions and such Custom Calling
features as~ and Return Call, would be unavailable without SS7 capabilities. Bell Atlantic comments at
Attachment 3,17.
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oftheir switches via a signaling link between their switch and an incumbent LEC's STP.1125

Competitive carriers should be able to make this connection in the same manner as an incumbent
LEe connects one ofits own switches to the STP. This could be accomplished by the incumbent
providing an unbundled signaling link from its STP to the competitor's switch or by a competitor
bringing a signaling link from its switch to the incumbent LECts STP.

(2) Call-Related Databues

484. We conclude that incumbent LEes, upon request, must provide nondiscriminatory
access on an unbundled basis to their call-related databaesll26 for the purpose ofswitch query
and database response through the SS7 network.l121 Thus, for example, we find that it is
technically feasible for incumbent LECs to provide access to the Line Information Database
(LIDB), the Toll Free CaJJjng Databue and Number Portability downstream databaes.l121 The
vast majority ofparties, including incumbent LECs, agree that it is technically feasible to provide
access to the LIDB and the Toll Free CaJJjng databases at an STP linked to the database.l129

Several state commissions also report that they have ordered incumbent LEes' to provide such
access to the LIDBand the Toll Free Calling databases.ll3O We require incumbent LECs to
provide this access to their call-related databases by means ofphysical access at the STP linked

~
12S • should be able to interconnect1heir own switches to the iDcumbeIlt LEes sip.ling~iIl~)'

. . felSible IDIDDII'. Com~JDaY brina a sipatina •A· IiDk. from their IWitdl to 1be iDcUmbent LEe's
STP. use this type ofCODDection today to CODDeCt their tID.dem switches to iDcumbeDt LEes' STPs. AT&T
eomments at 24 n.26.- Competitors~t alSo link their switch to their own STP, and then coanect to an incumbent
LEC's STP via a signaJing "D"or "B" tmk.

1126 Call-related databases are those SS7 databases used for billing and collection or used in the transmission,
routing, or other provision ofa telecommunications service.

1117 Qumy and~ access to a call-reJated dltabue is inteoded to~ the incumbent LEe onlY to provide
access to its call-related databases as is necessary to~ a competing~s switch(inc~ the use of
unbundled~ to access the call-reJated datati8se functioni suppoited by that databise. The mcumbent LEe
~mediate or res1ric:t access to· that necessary for the competing proVider to provide such services as Ire supported
by the database.

1121 AT&T indicates that for LIDB and 8001888 database queries SbmdIrd TCAP JDeSSgeS have been established,
and reliability, security visionin and billin issues have been addressed. Letter from K-= Weis Divilioo
Manager, AT&T to WidCeaton, l'eting~,FCC, July 16, 1996 (ATAT July 16 Ex Parte). Bell Atlantic
states that it currently provides interconnection for LIDS and 8bO databaseS. Boll Atlantic commeats at 2. Number
oortability "downstream databases" are defined in Part S1ofour rules as adopCed by this Order. S. In the MIJIW of
'relBPhmie Number PortDbili!Y, First~ and Order and Further Notice ofPropOsed R.ulemaking, CC Docket No.
9S-f16, FCC 96-286 (reL July 2,1996).

1129 &e, e.g., Ameritech comments at 47; AT&T comments at 24; ALTS commlDts at 31; GTE comments at 40;
MCI comments at 34-35; NYNEX comments at 71; U S West comments at 48.

1130 Louisiana Commission eomments at 5; Michipn Commission comments at 12; PacTel comments at Appendix
A, 7 (California Commission has required such access).
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to the unbundled database. We find that such access is critical to entry in the local exchange
market.

485. We conclude that it is not technically feasible to unbundle the SCP from its
associated STP. We note that the overwhelming majority ofcommenters contend that it is not
technically feasible to access call-related databases in a manner other than by connection at the
STP directly linked to the call-related database.1l31 Parties argue that the STP is designed to
provide mediation and screening functions for the SS7 network that are not performed at the
switch or database.1l32 We, therefore, emphasize that access to call-related databases must be
provided through interconnection at the STP and that we do not require direct access to call­
related databases.

486. Several commenters also identified access to call-related databases used in the
incumbent's AIN to be critical to fair competition in the local market,1133 and some state
commissions have ordered incumbent LEes to provide access to AIN databases.ll34 We
conclude that such access is technically feasible via an STP for those call-related databases used
in the incumbent LEe's AIN.1135 First, of course, when a new entrant purchases an incumbent's
local switching element it is technically feasible for the new entrant to use the incumbent's SCP
element in the same manner, and via the same signaling links, as the incumbent itself. Thus, we
find no technical imPediments in the record with regard to such access when a requesting camer
is also purchasing a local switching element associated with the AIN call-related database.

487. Further, we conclude that when a new entrant deploys its own switch, and links it to
the incumbent LEC's signaling system, it is technically feasible for the incumbent to provide
access to the incumbent's SCP to provide AIN-supported services to customers served by the .
new entrant's switch. Some SS7 network services rescUers currently provide such acceSS.ll36

Other potential local competitors present additional evidence supporting the technical feasibility

1131 See, e.g., Sprint comments at 40; AT&T reply at 19-20 n.32.

1132 See, e.g., OlE comments at 40; USTA comments at 36.

1133 Cable & Wireless comments at 24; Citizens Utilities comments at 15; MCI comments at 32-33; TIA comments
at 14; CompTel comments at 43; AT&T comments at 23-26.

1134 Louisiana Commission comments at 5; Wyoming Commission comments at 23-24; see also Olinois Wholesale
Order.

1I35 AT&T comments at 23-26;~Tel comments at4~I comments at 36; Letter from Wendy Blueming,
Regulatory Affairs and Public Policy, &NET to William , Acting Secretary, FCC, July 23, 1996 (SNET July
23& Paite); AT&T July 16 Ex Parte.

1136 SNET July 23 Ex Parte; Letter from Stephen Kraskin, muminet (USlN) to Office ofthe Secretary, FCC July
23, 1996 (USlN July 23 Ex Parte).
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ofsuch access.lI37 Unlike the situation where a competitor's SCP would control the incumbent's
switch (which is discussed below in section V.I.4.c.(4», in this scenario, the incumbent's SCP
will respond to and control the competitor's switch, and potential competitors that have
commented in the record do not express netwolk reliability concerns with regard to such
control.lI31 Further, like the software resident in a switch, the incumbent LEe's applications
resident in an SCP are merely part ofthe overall software and hardware maJcing up the SCP
facility. Thus, carriers purebasing access under either scenario above may use the incumbent's
service applications in addition to their Own.l139 "

488. Although we conclude that access to incumbent AIN SCPs is teclmically feasible,
we agree with BellSouth that such access may present the need for mediation mechanisms to,
among other things, protect data in incumbent AIN SCPs and ensure against excessive traffic
volumes.lI40 In addition, there may be mediation issues a competing carrier will need to address
before requesting such access.1I41 Accordingly, ifparties are unable to agree to appropriate
mediation mechanisms through negotiations, we conclude that during arbitration ofsuch issues
the states (or the Commission acting pursuant to section 2S2(e)(S» must consider whether such
mediation mechanisms will be available and will adequately protect against intentional or
unintentional misuse ofthe incumbent's AIN facilities. We encourage incumbent LEes and
competitive carriers to participate in industry fora and industry testing to resolve outstanding

1137 See AT&T July 16 Ex Parte; see also AT&T comments at 23-26; CompTel comments at43; MCI comments at
36.

1131 See AT&T July 16 Ex Parte. AT&T usa1S 1batno Idditioaal orunique~ problems would be created
that have not aJreidy been addressed and resolved by those incumbent LEes who have proposed SMS access for
third parties in the mtelligent Networks proceeding. Id

m,See infra, Section V.I.4.c.(3) on unbundled access to the incumbent LEe's SCE and SMS.

1140 Letter from W.W. Jordan, Executive Director - Federal~, BeDSouth to W'111iam eataD. Actio&
Secretary, FCC, July 16, 1996 (BellSouthJ~ 16 Ex Parw) f'Wlth aBe1lSouth SCP to aALEC SSP (swital]
interconnection amngement, network reliability and~ c:oncems, ftom BeIlSou1h's~woulcl1argely
be limited to issues associated with 1nffic ent"); Leuwm. JIIIlOS Smida,~Fedenl ReIItioDi,
Ameritecb to William Caton, A¢DI~~JulY 17,1996 (Ameritech July 171:% PIII1s) ("The volume of
quaies sent ftom the CLEC SSP [sWitch] coWd overload the LEe SCP, inted'erin.& with the~ ofthe service

W:led to that CLBC, or with other services which operate on the LEes SCP."); Leuef from Joseph Mulieri,
~-FCCRelati., ~llAtlantic to Robert S. Tr::ier, Attorney Advisor,F~ Ju!y.181.t~ (BeIfAtlantic
July 181:% Parte). BellSouth also raises the need for mediatkm to prevent unauthorized IDOCIinaRion ofinformation
within an incum6entLEC's AIN SCP cJatabMe. Bo11Soulh July 16ExPIII1s. Incumbent LEes' C*DIDentI in drls
proceotIing and in the IN 1irScoenllyfocus on 1he need (or mediation to~enta competitor's databMe from
sendin inappropriate AIN . infOrmation to the incumbent LEe's switCh (.we i1Jfra Section VJ.4.c. 4 . See
PacTefcomments at 61-62; llSoUth comments at 4S-46; Bell AtIandc comments atA~3, 18-19;~ ~West
commeDts in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 73-74,84; NYNEX COIDIIleIlts in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 14-1S; SBC
comments in. CC Docket No. 91-346 at 8-9.

1141 Mediation"may ben~ for~ cmiers to ensure that inadvertent feature intenetions, network
J!1ID.lI8ement c:bn1I'ol and customer privacy concerns do not arise from such access. See e.g., Ameritech July 17 Ex
Parte. ,
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mediation concems.1142 Incumbent LEes may establish reasonable certification and testing
programs for carriers proposing to access AIN call related databases in a manner similar to those
used for SS7 certificatiOn.1143

489. We recognize that providing unbundled access to AIN call-related databases at cost,
and in particular providing access to the incumbent LEC's software applications that reside in the
AIN databasest may reduce the incumbent's incentive to develop new and advanced services
using AIN. In the near term, howevert requiring entrants to bear the cost ofdeploying a fully
redundant network architecture, including AIN databases and their application software, would
constitute a significant banier to market entry for competitive carriers. As local service markets
develop, howevert competition may reduce the incumbent LEe's control over bottleneck
facilities and increase the importance ofinnovation. In those circumst.ances it is important that
incumbent LEes have the incentive to develop unique and innovative services supported by AIN.
Therefore at a later date, we will revisit the proper balance between providing unbundled access
and maintaining the incentives of incumbent LEes to innovate.

490. Parties generally do not identify proprietary concerns when access to call-related
databases is provided via Sl})s. In'general, sigualing protocols used to accesscall-re1ated
databases adhere to open Bellcore standards. Parties also do·not raise proprietary concerns with
specific call-related databases themselves. Today, many separate carriers access incumbent LEC
Toll Free Ca]Jjng and LIDB databases for the proper routing and bimng ofcalls.1144 Thust we
conclude that, in general, unbundled access to call-related databases does not present proprietary
concerns with respect to section 251(dX2XA). Incumbent LEes maYt howevert present such
proprietary concerns in the arbitration process with regard to specific databases, and states (or the
Commission acting pursuant to section 252(e)(5» may take action to limit unnecessary access to
proprietary information.

491. We also conclude that denying access to call-related databases would impair the
ability ofa competing provider to offer services such as Alternative Billing Services and AIN­
based services. AIN-based services represent the cutting edge oftelephone exchange services,
and competitors would be at a significant disadvantage ifthey were forced to develop their own
AIN capability immediately. In additiODt the record indicates that deployment ofcall-related
databases in the near term would represent a substantial cost to new entrants. As mentioned .
above, incumbent LECs argue that access to certain call-related databases is already

IIG See. e.g.,.Christine Ma2lott.lnfonrr!z!ionlndJutry Liaison Committee Wrades with Medkztion bneI, Ans
News, 3, Vol. II, No.3, May·JUne, 1996.

1143 SBC notes that camers proposing to gain access to its SS7 network and gatbeI: information from its SCP must be
certified and enter into confractual agreements for information access and proper billing. SBC comments at 47-48.

1144 See AT&T July 16 Ex Parle.
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competitively available and therefore they should not have to unbundle access to them.U4S As
discussed above, however, section 251(dX2)(B) would only relieve an incumbent LEC ofits
unbundling obligation ifother unbundled elements in its network could provide the same service
without diminution ofquality. Because ofthe absence ofsuch elements, we conclude that a
competitor's ability to provide service would be significantly impaired ifit did not have
unbundled access to incumbent LEes' call-related databases, including the LIDB, Toll Free
Calling, and AIN databases for the pmpose ofswitch query and database response through the
SS7 network.

492. We also conclude that access to call-related databases as discussed above, and
access to the service management system discussed below, must be provided to, and obtained by,
requesting carriers in a manner that complies with section 222 ofthe Act. Section 222, which
was effective upon adoption, sets out requirements for privacy ofcustomer information. section
222(a) provides that all telecommunications carriers have a duty to protect the confidentiality of
proprietary information ofother carriers, including resellers, equipment manufacturers, and
customers. Section 222(b) requires that telecommunications carriers that use proprietary
information obtained from another telecommunications carrier in providing any
telecommunications service "sball use that information only for such purpose, and sbal1 not use
such information for its own marketing pmposes.nU46 Sections 222(c) and (d) provide protection
for, and limitations on the use of, and access to, customer proprietary network information
(CPNI).U47 We note that we have initiated a proceeding to clarify~ obligations ofcarriers with
regard to section 222(c) and (d). I141

(3) Service Management Systems

493. Finally, we conclude that incumbent LEes should provide access, on an unbundled
basis, to the service management systems (SMS), which allow competitors to create, modify, or
update information in call-related databases. We believe it is technically feasible for incumbent
LECs to provide access to the SMS in the same manner and method that they provide for their

1145 We note that competitive provision ofAIN SCP database services is not evidenced in the record.

1146 47 U.S.C. § 222(b).

1147 Section 222{t)(I) defines CPNI IS "information that reJata to the qumtity tedmic:Il~ type
destination, and lDlount ofuse ofa telecommunications service subscribed tOi.; any CUItOmcr ofa •
telecommunications carrier. and that is made available to the carrier by the customer solely by virtue ofthe carrier­
customer relationship." 47 U.S.C. § 222(t)(IXA).

1141 See Impkmentotion o/the Telecomlllll1licotions Act of1996: Telecommrmications Carriers' Use O[CIIStomer
Proprietary Network Information and other ellSto",.,. IlifontlQlion, Notice ofProposed R.ulemaJdog, CC Doclcet No.
96-115. FCC 96-221 (reI. May 17. 1996). .
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own access. We find that such access is necessary for competitors to effectively use call-related
databases, which we have already found to be critical to entry in the local exchange market

494. Commenters argue that -they need equal access to incumbent LEes' SMSs to write
or populate their own information in call-related databases.lI49 As discussed above, information
bound for many call-related databases is entered first at an off-line SMS, which then downloads
the information to the call-related database for real time use on the network. We find that
competing provider access to the SMS is technically feasible ifit is provided in the same or
equivalent manner that the incumbent LEC currently uses to provide such access to itself. lI50 For
example, ifthe incumbent LEe inputs information into the SMS using magnetic tapes, the
competitive carrier must be able to create and submit magnetic tapes for the incumbent to input
into the SMS in the same way the incumbent inputs its own magnetic tapes. If the incumbent
accesses the SMS through an electronic interface, the competitive carrier should be able to access
the SMS through an equivalent electronic interface.115I We further conclude that, whatever
method is used, the incumbent LEC must provide the competing carrier with the information
necessary to correctly enter or format for entry the information relevant for input into the
particular incumbent LEe SMS.

495. Specifically with respect to AIN, we find that the record in the Intelligent Networks
proceeding supports access to the SMS.l1S2 A competing carrier seeking access to the SMS that
is part ofthe incumbent LEC's AIN would do so through the incum~t LEe's service creation
environment (SeE), an interface used to design, create, and test AIN supPOrted services.
Software successfully tested in the SeE is transferred to the SMS, where it is then downloaded
into an SCP database for active deployment on the network. We are persuaded that the risk of
harm to the public switched network from such access to the SMS is minimized by the technical

1149 AT&T comments at 26; MCI comments at 34-35.

!150 Many caniers eumlDtly submit such information to incumbentLEes or third party SMSs. US1N reply at 1-4;
Bell Attantic comments at Attacbment3, 16; GTE comments at 40-41 n.61.

1151 For example, access to the AIN SMS is accomplished through the SCE, which is a computer environment for the
design and test ofAIN based services.

1152 See Intelligent Networks, Noticeof~ RuIematm.f;.1 FCC Red 6113 (1993). In the InIB1li~ Networks
proceeding, most incumbent LEes IU1)I)OI'tOd SMS access. GTE comments m CC'Docket No. 91-346 at 21;
United and Central comments in CC DOcketNo. 91-346 at 12; SNBT COIIUDeDtS in CC DocketNo. 91-346 at S;
NYNEX comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at3 n.3, 10-11; BellSouth update oomments in CC Doc:ketNo. 91­
346 at 6; Bell Atlantic comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 6. Other parties, includilut~~ and
manufacturers, also SUDDOrted SMS access. See Siemens comments in CC DoCket No. !1l-346 at 2; TIA comments
in CC DocketNo. 91-346 at 2; MCI comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 10; Ericsson~ly in CC Docket No.
91-346 at 2·3. Many commenters asserted that SMS access tbroub the SCE would provide a valuable oppl!tunity
for third parties to create services. See GSA comments in CC DoCbt No. 91-346 at3; SNET comments mCC
DocketNo. 91-346 at 2; Siemens comments in CC Dock~No. 91·346 at 2; Ericsson reply in CC Docket No. 91­
346 at 2-3; 11A comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; MCI comments
in CC Doclc:etNo. 91-346 at 10.
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safeguards inherent in the SCE and SMS. As described in comments filed in the Intelligent
Networks docket, competitors accessiDg the SCE and SMS would not communicate directly with
the LEC's database or switch.1153 We therefore conclude that such access is technically feasible,
aDd that incumbent LECs should provide requesting carriers with the same access to design,
create, test, and deploy AIN-based services at the SMS that the incumbellt LEC provides for
itse1f.ll54 While many incumbent LEes express concerns with the technical feasibility ofaccess
to AIN, we conclude that those concerns deal primarily with the interconnection ofthird party
AIN SCP databases to the incumbent LEC's AIN and not access to the SCE and SMS.1l55

496. We recosnize that, although technically feasible, providing DODdiscrimiDato
access to the SMS and SCE for the creation and deployment ofAIN services may require some
modifications, including appropriate mediation, to accommodate such access by requesting
carriers. We note that BcllSouth is currently prepared to tariff and offer such access to third
parties, and other incumbent LECs, including Bell Atlantic and Ameritech, indicate that they
have made significant progress towards implementing such access. I156 Therefore, ifparties are
unable to agree to appropriate mediation mechanisms through negotiations, we conclude that
during arbitration ofsuch issues the states (or the Commission acting pursuant to section
252(e)(5» must consider whether such mediation mechanisms will be available and will
adequately protect against intentional or lmintentional misuses ofthe incumbent's AIN facilities.

1153 In their CClIIUIlea.ts, Be11Sou1h and Bell At1aDtic describe thew~~ provide orp. tojB'Ovide access to the
SMS for third parties. Bell Atlantic~ to first develop and deploy AJN .-vices bueclOIl CUltGmer~
and then subseQuently to allow tbinfoaities themselves to create AIR services • a termiDal either in a Bell Atlantic
office or a thirdparty office. Bell Atlantic COIIlIDeDts in CC Docbt No. 91-346.6. BellSoutb J'IOPOIeS to permit
third DIrties to uSe tfie service~c resident on BellSouth's service creation environment to create AJN services.
BellSOuth update reply in CC DOcket No. 91-346 at 10.

11S4lncumbent LEes that have ~loyed AIN must provide such acceu to COIIlpItina. CIIrien that will allow them to
develop call~ip.g ~licatiOns pursuant to the same~eters the incuDibeDtLEC uses itIe~ such u the
time-of-day and oriPJation ofcall p8!1!IDeters. BellSoutlls receDt1y DI'ODOIed service to provide access to its SCE
and SMS appears to be an~.. oftile type ofaccess to the SMS iha£inc:umbcDt LBCS must I'fO\?de to
com~ upon~ PleoiJing CycleEstabluh«lfor COIIIINIrt& 011 s.ll8oJItJa rel«:OIrIIIIII1iict:, Inc. ~
Petitionfor EXpedited Waiver ofPart 69lbdes, Public Notice, DA 96-27 (Jan. 17, 1996) (BelISouth Part 69 Waiver
Petition).

1155 Ofthe three potential points ofaccess to AIN~ in the I_li,-Networh NPRM, LEe commenters
unerally agree ihat SMS access~ the least riik ofbarm to the publiC switched~ netwaIk. S. Bell
AtIaD.tic COIDIDeIlts in CC Doc:bt No. 91-346 at§:l~1JSoudl MnUDents in CC DocDt No. 91-346 at 12, 13; GTE
comments in CC Docket No. 91-346. 19, 21;NY~ cwn... ·in CCDocketNo. 91-346.3' PacTel
comments in CC DocbtNo. 91-346.»21; SBC comments in CC Docket No. 91-346. 5~ 8; US West
comments in CC DocbtNo. 91-346 at 52; United and Ceatral COIDIDeDtS in CC Docket No. yl-346 at 1.
Competitors Ilso support such access. See MCI Comments at 6; Siemeos Comments at 2; TIA Ccxnments at 2.

1l561Wlsout1t Part 69 Waiver Petition. BellSouth proposes to tIIiffservices 1bItpermit third~ to create and
administer AIN services 1hrouah access to the SCE arid SMS. Bell South's SCEISMS Ia'Vic:e WillIUpP.Olt third­
~ servicedevel~t witD the following AIN triggers: off-hook immediaae, off-book~h~lic ~ftice
aialing plan, customized dialing plan, feature code ana-termin~~ triggers. Jd See Be Atlantic
comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 6, 8; Ameritech July 17 EX Pane.
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We again encourage incumbent LECs and competitive carriers to participate in industry fora and
industry testing to resolve outstanding mediation concerns.

497. Parties did identify some proprietary concerns regarding access to the SCE and
SMS used in the incumbent LEC's AlN. Some incumbent LEes contend that the interface used
at the SCE is proprietary in natute.lI51 GVNW argues that specific AIN-based services designed
by carriers should be proprietary in nature. ll58 Competitors correctly argue that AIN can be used,
not only for telecommunication services traditionally supported by the switch, but as a means to
deploy advanced services not otherwise possible.11S9 We find that competing providers 1Yitbout
access to AIN would be at a significant disadvantage to incumbent LECs, because they could not
necessarily offer the same services to the customer. This access will help competing providers .
without imposing costs on incumbent LEes because the entrants will pay the COst.1UiO We
therefore conclude, under section 251(dX2XA), that access to AIN, including those elements that
may be proprietary, is necessary for successful entry into the local service market.

498. Most parties generally did not identify proprietary concerns with access to those
SMSs used other than for AIN. Some parties, however, argue that there are proprietary
interfaces used to enter information into various databases.1161 Competing carriers counter that
competitive providers would not need to have direct access to the proprietary methods ofdata
entry used by incumbent LEes, and as a result we conclude that the unbundled access to SMSs
used for other than AIN does not present proprietary concerns with ~spect to section
251(dX2)(A)Y62

499. We also conclude that unbundled access to all SMSs is necessary for a competing
provider to effectively use unbundledca11-related databases. We find that the inability of
competing carriers to use the SMS in the same manner that an incumbent LEC uses to input data
itselfwould impair the ability ofa competing carrier to effectively offer services to its customers
using unbundled call-related databases. Commenters in the record point out that access to call­
related databases alone would not allow the competing carrier to provide such services to its

1157 U S West comments at S8 n.l24 (for example, BellSouth uses DESIGNedge for such access which utilizes a
proprietary database technology tailored to its network); Bell Atlantic comments at 28-29. .

115. GVNW comments at 30 (incumbent LEes should be able to copyright AIN based services that they create or
incumbents will have much less incentive to develop such services).

1159 AT&T comments at 23-25; Cable & Wireless comments at 24; MCI comments at 18,33.

lifO See supra. Section vu.

1161 AT&T June 13 Ex Parte.

1162 AT&T comments at 26.
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customers without access to an SMS.ll63 We also conclude that AlN-based services are
important to a new entrant's ability to compete effectively for customers with the incumbent
LEe, and in developing new business by introducing new AIN based services. Thus we
conclude that a competitors ability to provide service would be significantly impaired ifit did
not have unbundled access to an incumbent LEe's SMS, including access to the SMS(s) used to
input data to the LIDB, Toll Free Ca1ling, Number Portability and AIN call-related databases.

500. We reject the contention by several incumbent LEes that signaling and database
access was meant by the 1996 Act to apply only to such access as is necessary for call routing
and completion. Although the competitive checklist for BOC entry into in-region interLATA
services under section 271 requires "nondiscriminatory access to databases and usociated
signaling necessary for call routing and completion"l164 the definition ofa network element is
more comprehensive in scope. A network element as defined by the 1996 Act includes
"databases" and in particular "databases sufficient for billing and collection or used in the
transmission, routing, or other provision ofa telecommunications service."1165 We find that the
inclusion of"other provision ofa telecommunications service" meant Congress intended the
unbundling ofdatabases to be read broadly and could include databases beyond those directly
used in the transmission or routing ofa telecommunications service.

(4) Tbird Party Call-Related Databases

501. We find that there is not enough evidence in the record to make a determination as
to the technical feasibility ofinterconnection ofthird party call-related databases to the
incumbent LEe's signaling system. Some parties argue that such interconnection, including the
interconnection ofthird party AlN SCP databases, would allow them to provide more efficient or
advanced call processing and services to customers, thereby increasing their ability to compete
with the incumbent LEC.II66 AT&T and MCI specifically argue that it would be technically
feasible for them to interconnect their AIN SCP database to·an incumbent LEC's AIN for the
purpose ofproviding call processing instructions to the incumbent LEe's switch.ll67 Incumbent
LECs contend that such interconnection would leave their switch vulnerable to a multitude of
potential harms because sufficient mediation for such interconnection does not currently exist at

ItQ Ericsson comments at 6.

1t64 47 U.S.C. § 271(cX2)(BXx).

1t6S 47 U.S.C. § 153(29).

It" AT&T comments at 23-25; Cable" Wireless comments at 24; MCI comments at 18,33.

1167 AT&T comments at 23-25; MCl comments at 18, 33.
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the STP or SCP and bas not yet been developed.I161 AT&T counters that there is no need for
additional mediation and that sufficient certification and testing ofAIN based services before
deployment in~h a fashion is technically feasible. ll69

502. At this time, in view ofthis record and the record compiled in the Intelligent
Networks docket, we cannot make a determination ofthe technical feasibility ofsuch
interconnection. We do, however, believe that state commissions could find such an
arrangement to be technically feasible and we do not intend to preempt such an order through
these roles. The Dlinois CommiS$ion recently ordered access to incumbent LEes' AIN that does
allow for this type ofintercoDDection.ll70 We intend to address this issue early in 1997, either in .
the IN docket or in a subsequent phase ofthis proceeding, taking into account, inter alia, any
relevant decisions ofstate commissions. ll71

503. We also address the impact on small incumbent LECs. For example, GVNW
asserts that any national role requiring this form ofinterconnection would require many small
incumbent LECs to make uneconomic upgrades oftheir switches in order to accommodate it.ll72

We have considered the economic impact ofour roles in this section on small incumbent LECs.
Accordingly, we have not adopted any national standards concerning AIN at this time. We also
note that section 251(f) provides relieffor certain small LECs from our regulations implementing
section 251.

5. Operation Support Systems

L Background

504. We sought comment, in the NPRM, on whether national requirements for electronic
ordering interfaces would reduce the time and resources required for new entrants to enter and

1161 s.u S West comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 73-74,84; NYNEX comments in CC DocketNo. 91-346
at 14-15; SBC comments in CC DoclcetNo. 91-346 at 8-9.

1I"S.AT&TIntelligent Networla Propo.sol Attachment at 2.

1170 nlinois WhoIaale Order.

\\7\ There are other additicmal outstanding issues &om the Intelligent Networla PJ'OCA"C"ing that are not resolved here
including direct access to the SCP and naticmal standards for AIR access.

1\72 GVNW comments at 30-31.
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compete in regional markets.lt73 We also soughtconunent on the unbundling ofdatabues
generally in our discussion on unbundling database and signaling systems.I17.

b. Comments

50S. Several new entrants argue that incumbent LEes should be required to unbundle
access to their "operations support systems" and "back-office" databases as network elements.lI75

Parties define operations support systems and back office databases generally to include those
systems end databases required for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, mainteDance and repair,
and billing.lt76 Several state commissions report that they have required iDcumbent LEes to
provide access to some ofthese systems end databases.lt77 Potential competitors argue that,
without such access, incumbent LEes can make it extremely difficult for them to utilize
unbundled network elements and resold services, thereby severely impairing their ability to
compete.lI71 Competitors argue that they should be able to access such incumbent LEC systems
as necessary to receive and input data.I179 Competitors contend that such access is required by

117J NPRM at para. 89.

1174 NPRM at paras. 107-114.

U7S AcrA comments at 14; ACSI commems at 42-43' ALl'S ('4IIDIDt!l at31' AmmcID NetwodcExc.haDae
comments at 5; AT&T comments at 33-39; Cable & Wnless COIDIIleDtI at *-37; Citi2leDs Utilities comments at 15;
CompTel comments at 31; GCl comments at 16; MCI comments at 33' TeC c:ommeats at 54-60; Te1eDort
comments at 38-39; Vartee comments at 6--10 (mcumbent LEes ShoUicl UDbuDdle ICCeIS to the Billing"Name and
Address database); WorldCom June 14 Ex Parte at 4-5; CompTel June 14 Ex Parte.

1116 S. Competition Policy IDItiIuIe COIIUDeDts at 16; GCI CC8IDIIlts at 16; MCI COIDIDeIlts at 18; NCTA comments
at 42;~ comments at 17-18. 41; T.lefc!rt '*'HPeats at 31-39. Mel a1Io ideDtifies several "bIck office"
databases it believes are necessaty to~ competitive localte~ service iDcludina. 1Dl0Dl~L~_
Customer Record Information System (CRlS), MUter SU'eet Addnis Guide (MSA~), CMJ)SS~(~
mechanism toex~ebilled~es sucIi u tbird-~, collect and~ cardS , Telecammunications
Management Networlt Type Database (TMN), and Number Assipment DatatiiIse. CI July 3 Ex Parte at 2-4.

1171 Tau Commission comments at 19=~assi~ent,~ and~); In Re Petition ofAT&T for the
Commission to Establish llesale Rules, Terms Ind CoaditioDs imd the1nitial~of~
~ Commission Docket 6352, (Qeoraia Commission Ma 29, 1996); Order DecIm:iDa Reiale Prohibitions
Void imd Establishing TariffTerms,NewYork CommissiOD~~5 and Case 9s:c-06S7 (New York
Commission June 25, 1996). .

1171 ACSI comments at 47; AT&T commepts at 33-39 (an incumbent LEe'sm~ly control over~
support~ is u fomiidable an obstacle to market entty u iD COIltIOI OWI'the network itseIf); cable & W'nless
comments at 36--37,i ~!.t!zeus Utilities comments at 15; Continental comments at 19;~ comments at 17-19,22;
TeC comments at )4-OU (incumbentLEes can block new ~_by_refbsinl to iDstal1 alltomated,~
systems" for ordering, instsUing, maintaining, repairing and billing); Te1eJK!rt comments at 38·39; CompTel
comments at 37·38 (such ICCeSS is~ for competitors to combine unbundled network e1cmellts into
telocommUDications services oftheir own ~i&D}i ~arteeCODIDlflIltI at 7-8~will be UDable to compete
unless incumbent LEes provide access to UDOUDQlClCl billing IIld collection ons).

1179 See, e.g., ACSI comments at 47; Mel comments at 24.
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sections 251(c)(3) and 251(cX4) as part of the terms and conditions ofeach section.l1IO TCC
further argues that until such access is in place, incmnbent LEes will not have met the
requirements ofeither section 251(cX3) or (cX4) and therefore BOCs cannot be deemed to have
met the requirements ofsection 271(cX2)(BXi).1lI1

506. In contrast, most incumbent LEes argue that operations support systems do not
qualify as network elements under the 1996 Act.1112 Ameritech argues that competitors have not
demonstrated that they need access to such systems in order to provide telecommunications
services.11&3 Several incumbent LECs assert that an incumbent LEC may negotiate with a
competitor to provide such support services, but that the 1996 Act does not require them to
unbundle these systems as network elements.11M Other parties argue that such access is not
currently technically feasible and should be resolved through the negotiations process.111S SBC
contends that its provisioning processes are neutral with respect to competing providers of
service and that provisioning for competitors does not take longer than provisioning for its own
c\1St()m~.ll86

507. Several potential local competitors, including most large IXCs, urge the
Commission to require incumbent LECs to provide access to their operation support systems

1110 TCC comments at S6 (section 2S1(cX3) requires that unbundled network elcmen1S be provided at
nondiscriminator rates, terms and cmiditiOns, and section (cX4)~ that services for resale be p-ovided free of
any "unreasonabfe or~ conditions or limitations"); CompTel commen1S at 37 (Commission should set
an aggressive, firm deadline for compliance); GCI comments at 16.

1111 TCC comments at 56-57.

1112 BellSouth comments at 4S; GTE comments at 44; U S West comments at 41; Lincoln Tel reply at 12-14;
Ameritech~ly at 19-20 (only for routing. tennbJatiDa" bilIina or providiDa te\ecA)mmuniadioDs service)' Bell
Atlantic reply at 12-23 n.lS (not necesse otter service IDCTD1IIDIfOUS riseUen have ooerated in Bell Atlantic
terrjtory witJiout such direct access); Be th reply at 24~ n.45; GTE~ly at 23; NYNEX~ly at33-34~Tel
reply at 22 (opera!ions~~ not used mtheprovision ofa telecOmmunications semc:e). Letter
Michael GlOver. General Attorney. Bell Atlantic, to William Kennard, General Counsel, FCC, April IS, 1996 (Bell
Atlantic April IS Ex Parle).

1113 A:meritech comments at 19-20; NYNEX comments at 33-34 (administrative databues are not used in routing or
completion ofcaDs); Bell Atlantic reply at 14; U S West reply at 27.

1114 NYNEX comments at 33-34; Ameritech reply at 19-20; Lincoln Tel. reply at 14 (competitors must provide their
own ordering systems); Bell Atlantic April 15 EX Parte at 9.

1185 Lincoln Tel comments at 9(re-en~g customer service systeDlS only for purpose ofsupporting
competitors would be extremely profligate); GVNW comments at 10-12.

1116 Letter from Sandra Waper Director. Federal R.egulaiory. SBC Communications, Inc. to William Caton, Acting
Secretary, FCC, June·4, 1996 (SBC June 4 Ex Parte).
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through real-time "electronic interfaces" or "electronic bonding."1117 ATciT argues that virtually
every incumbent LEe uses automated interfaces intemally to support aDd coordinate
functionalities such as ordering, provisioning, maintenance, and billing.ll11 TCC argues that the
availability ofsuch operational interface standards for external interaction are limited, and that
incumbent LECs have powerful disincentives to develop and implement such interfaces in the
absence ofQlear rules requirina them.I119 Parties commented that such interfaces are necessary
so that carriers relying on interconnection, unbundled network elements, or resale from the
incumbent LEe can offer their customers services ofthe same quality as those offered by the
incumbent LEC.II90 ATciT argues that incumbent LEes must provide such access for
competitors at the same level ofquality and within the same intervals as they do for their own
end-users so that customers do not "perceive any differences in the quality ofservice provided by
one carrier as compared to another."1191 Competitors contend that suchin~need to be
similar to the PIC conversion process, so that it is as easy for CODSUlDers to switch local service
providers as it is to switch interexchange carriers.ll92 Teleport argues that it would be at a
competitive disadvantage ifit was required to use slower, more expensive manual systems while
the incumbent LEC continued to use its modern and efficient systems.ll93

1117 AcrA comments at 14-15; AT&T comments at 33-39; MCI comments at 33-34; sprilat comments at viii, 17-19,
22; Teleport comments at 38-39; Texas Commission comments at 19; TeC comments at 56-58 Appendix D; AT&T
reply at 20-21. .

liD AT&T comments at 36-37.

1119 TeC comments at 55.

1I1lO AcrA comments at 14-15; AT&T comments at 33-39; MCI comments at 33-34; S~t comments at viii, 17-19,
22; Teleport comments at 38-39; TeC comments at 55 (8 competitor must be able to sCamlessly deliver semces,
add featnres, and bill "as if it owned the facilities").

1191 AT&T comments It 3S. AT&T~ that such 8~ is sapportIed by Cammissicm~t
including Policy awJ1bIJaC~ theF~qrg.....Pr.illa~.EnhtInC«ls.mc.s and
c.JlulDr Commll1licQtloru &rv1cG by the &J!~~'~.a~!~!.C.C. 2d 1117, 113S­
36 (1983) (1doDdna~ to~tBOCi hill . ~ ICCIIS,~ IIDd maintenance
services to d1eJilselVes tbiD to~e providen 0 CPE,. services iDd cellular iervicea); AIUIfdment
of&ctions 64.702 ofthtJ Commiss,on's R1Ila and~ons (Third Co1tJpIIIer Inqui!'Y)~ and Order, 104
P.C.C. 2d 958, 1026-27 (1986) ( .. BOCs to~ competing eaDanced service ' Viders. with~I
efticieat intercoDnection "tocon1ro~' e:tiscriii1inat" by-BOCa in favor oftheirJ:o~); id. at 104{
(time periods for iDstallation, maintenance, and repair must be die same for competing carriers as tor BOC's own
offerings).

11ft AcrA comments at 16; AT&T comments at 3S-3.6j CampTel commlldl at 3, 37; TCC CWDIIIfIID at 54 (should
be as~ for consumers to switcb.loca1 service proviaers as it is currently to switch 10Dg distance providers). See
Letter frOm Mary Brown, Director, Corporate Rates & Federal~ Analysis, MCI, to W"dIiim Kennard,
General Counsel, FCC, Mar. 20, 1996 (]XC's JoinJ Ex Parte) It 6.

l1PJ Tel~ comments at 39; QCcord TeC comments at 5S (for example, an incumbent LEe could enter its own
service Orders electrooically, but require the competing camel'to subinit such orders manually via 8 multiple page
form faxed or e-mailed to the incumbent for subsequent processing).
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508. AT&T and Tee commented on AT&Ts experience in the Rochester, New York
market as a reseller ofRochester Telephone's services under Rochester Telephone's Open Market
Plan.II94 Parties noted that AT&T was required to submit a detailed order form, initially through
a facsimile machine and later through e-mail, in order to resell Rochester Telephone services.ll9S

AT&T asserts that it was signing up between one and two hundred new customers daily and
therefore had to fax up to 1400 pages daily to Rochester Telephone.ll96 AT&T and TCC contend
that such a manual process is clearly discriminatory and in violation ofthe 1996 Act because it
creates additional delay and the potential for human error, resulting in customer
dissatisfaction.ll97 TCC argues further that such a disparity in systems allows for the incumbent
LEe to schedule service commencement and issue new phone numbers during the initial contact
with a customer, while the competitor, at best, must put the customer on hold while it calls the
incumbent LEC to obtain such information.11"

509. Several parties argue that electronic interfaces should provide competitors with
transparent access to the underlying information rather than the individual databases necessary
for ordering and provisioning, installation,mai~ and repair, recording and billing, and
monitoring service.l199 Commenters assert that large incumbent LECs may have, for example,
certain information necessary for billing, stored among several databases systems, each with
individual operating systems.l200 AT&T asserts that it will be difficult and expensive for a

11M See Petition ofRochester Telephone Corp. for APP!Ovalof~ Restructuring Plan, 9Pinion and Order

! roving Joint StilmlatiOD andA~ent, Case 93;c.o103, Opinion No. 94-25 (NY Pub. servo Comm'n)
ov.IO, 1994 ; I" ihe Matter o/ROchester Te1etJhor!e C ., Petitio" or Waivers toIm~ its Open Market

Ian, 10 FCC li1d 6776 (1995); see also Big BOysCom~ N.VTimes, Oct. 19, 1995 at 1.

1195 AT&T comments at 34-35 (AT&T bad to complete a multi-page form for every individual customer that wanted
to switch to AT&T and Rochester Tel~one would not change a customer's service until AT&T faxed multiple
documents to it); TCC comments at 55.

1196 AT&T comments at 34 (AT&T estimated that for each customer it ordered services for, it took at least four
hours for Rochester to complete and respond to AT&T).

1197 AT&T comments at 34 (AT&1' aqueS that the~lems widJ. a manual~ were "intolerable" in the
Rochester market, and woulCl be significantly magnified in larger or more heavily populated areas); TCC comments
at 55.

IIlJI TCC comments at 55-56 (at worst the competing carrier must hang up with the customer and call back later with
the necessary information).

II" AT&T comments at 33-39; Telecommunications R.eiellers Asm comments at 22 0.52-53; TCC comments at 56
-57 (electronic interface capabilities should allowcom~, inter alia, to enter customer trouble~ obtain
report commitments, schedUle customer site visits and receive notification ofnetwork c:ooditioas affeCtin& savice);
Utter from Antoinette Cook Bush, CouDsel, Ameritech to WJllilIm Caton,Actina~, FCC, July 10, 1996
(Ameritech July 10 Ex Parte). Ameritech argues that, once operational interfaceS 1ft in pl8ce, itwill be
UIIIleCeSsary for carriers to provide competitors with direct access to the underlying systems or databases providing
such functions. Id at 5.

1200 AT&T comments at 33-39.
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competing curier to individually access multiple systems and that the difficulty and expense will
be compounded for parties wishing to compete in several incumbent LEes' territories.1201 AT&T
contends, therefore, that incumbent LECs should create and deploy a "gateway" to all oftheir
internal operations support systems and databases so that a competing carrier could use one
method ofaccess to the underlying information.l202 U S West contends that competitors must
develop systems that are compatible with incumbent LEe electronic interfaces 8nd argues that
incumbent LECs should not be required to develop individualimd systems for each competing
carrier.1203

510. Since the passage ofthe 1996 Act, several states have proceeded to implement rules
for local competition, several ofwhich include provisions concerning electronic interfaces.l204

The Georgia Commission ordered BellSouth to establish electronic operational interfaces by July
15,1996, and ordered both incumbent BellSouth and requesting carrier AT&T to submit a joint
report to the commission within thirty days concerning the implementation schedule necessary to
deploy such interfaces.l205 After a motion for reconsideration, the Georgia Commission provided
BellSoutb with an additional month to establish these interfaces and added additional deadlines
for the deployment and operation ofsuch interfaces.l206 The DHnois Commission ordered
Ameritech·and Centel to provide competitors with "all operational interfaces at parity with those
provided their own retail customers."1207 The Louisiana Commission bas proposed rules on local
competition that require incumbent LECs to deploy systems for competitors that are equivalent

1201 Jd

12021d

1203 Lder from~e Eby, Executive Director - Federal ReguI8tory, U S West to Robert TIDIle1', Attorney
Advisor. FCC. July 9, 1996 (U S West July 9 £% Parte).

1204 Letter from BnIce Cox, Govemment Affairs Director AT&T to W'tlliIm Catoa,~~, FCC, J~ 11.
1996 (AT&T July 11 £% P",*). AT&T submitted orderS or rules from. eight states that have taken Icdon on the
issue ofelectronic interfaces. Jd

UDS Petition ofAT&T fortbe CommiAioD to Eablblish 1lesale RIlles,~ Terms IDCI CGlditioas IIldthe IDitial
U~ ofServices, Docket No. 63S2-U at 11-12, 15 (Gecqia Commlnioa~ 29, 1996). 1he~
Commimon ordered BellSouth to establish intcrfIces for~ orderiDat servtee~ IIld ~vislOllin&.
directory listing and line information d....lCS. service troUble reportiDa, and-daily USIp data. Jd. at 1S.

1206 Motion for Reconsida'ltioD in DocketNo. 6352-U (Georgia Commiulon~ 2, 1996). 1he Gecqia
Commission directed that mOlt electronic interfaces must be fillly operational by the end of 1996, IIld istablished
March 31,1997 u an absolute deadline. Jd

120'7 Rlinois Wholesale Order. The Dlinois Commission ordered both incumbent~ to the extent th~ could not
"fully and immediately" implement operational parity. to submit a plan with specific timetables for achieving .
compliance. Jd at S1.
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to those used by incumbents for their own retail exchange services.1201 Under those rules, such
access must be equal to that provided to an incumbent LEes' own pcrsonnel.l209 The California
Commission adopted interim rules ordering incumbent LEes to deploy automated em-line
systems for access by competitors.1210 The Incfuma Commission concluded that a competitor's
ability to utilize "electronic access, technical interfaces, or access to databases to place service
orders, receive phone number assignments, receive information necessary to bill [its] customers
and to inform the incumbent LEC ofcases oftrouble" is essential to the development ofresale
competition.1211 Indiana ordered incumbent LECs to provide all operational interfaces at parity
with those the incumbent provides to its own retail customers.1212 The Ohio Commission's rules
on local competition require all LEes to provide "nondiscriminatory, automated operational
8\1PPOrt systems" that support access by competing cmiers to such functions as pre-ordering,
ordering, provisioning, repair and maintenance, number assignment, and billing.1213 The
Oklahoma Commission has proposed rules that require an incumbent LEC, to the extent it
provides itself, its affiliates or subsidiaries, automated interfaces for the purpose ofservice
ordering, maintenance or repair, to make such interfaces available to competitors.1214

511. A few incumbent LEes commented on their own efforts to develop and implement
electronic interfaces, including development ofa single gateway for competing cmier access.
Ameritech contends that "operational interfaces are essential to promote viable competitive

1_ Substitute~~QDS for Competition in the Local TeIeeommUDicatioas Market, Docket No. U­
20113 (Louisiana CommissuHl March S, 1996). The Louisiana Commission further~ "direct on-line access"
to incumbent LEes' mecbaniud order entry system, number administration system, trouble reporting and
monitoring system, eustomer usage data, aDcl local listing databases. ld

1209ld

1:l10 Order IDstitutin Rulemakin on the Commission's Own Motion into Competition for Local Exchanle Service,
R. 9S-04-043 and I~9S..()4.()44~Commission~ 26 1995). The California Commission oidered such
access for "service ordering and implementation schedulbig." id. at Appendix E, 14.

l:lll In the Matter ofthe Invest]ptiOll OIl the Commission's Own Motion into Any and All Matters Relating to Local
Telephone Exchan..Je Com=ssWIthin the State ofindiaDa, Cause No. 39983, Interim Order on Bundlid Resale
and Other Issues (Indiana • ion July 1, 1996).

l:ll:l ld at 49. The Commission also ordered incumbents Ameritech and OlE, to the extent they contend that they
are unable to fully and immediately implement operational parity, to submit a comprehensive plan with specific
timetables for acmeving compliance. ld

1:l13 In the Matter ofthe Commission Investigation Relative to the Establishment ofLocal Exchange Competition
and Other Competitive Issues, Case No. 9S-14S-TP-COI (Ohio Commission June 12, 1996).

1:l14 All Sources~Rules,Docket No. RM9S0000019 (Local Telephone Competition) (Oklahoma
Commission Mardi.7, 1996). Oklahoma rules clarify that such interfaces should not pemnt competitors to directly
access the incumbent's underlying systems. ld. at 79.

247



Fecleral Communications Commission 96-325

entry."1215 Bell Atlantic states that it currently provides orderiDg and repair information to IXCs
and is working on implementing similar electronic interfaces for competing local carriers.1216

GTE commented that it supports access to its trouble administration information for AT&T and
MCI.1217 US West also supports trouble administration electronic access for AT&T and MCI
and is developing access to all ofits operations support systems for IXCs.1211 U S West also
states that it expects to build on such access for IXCs to develop access to meet the needs oflocal
competitors.1219 NYNEX also provides currently for electronic access for IXCs to its operations
support systems for presubscription, ordering and provisioning, trouble administration, and
access billing.l220 NYNBX, which has been ordered by the New Yark Commission to provide
electronic interfaces for local competitors by October I, 1996,1221 recently proposed to expand
the use ofits current electronic access for IXCs to local competitors.1222

512. Sprint and MCI argue that current use ofelectronic iDterfaces, including the
Customer Account Record Exchange (CARE) system used by LBCs and IXCs to exchange
subscriber account information electronically, is evidence ofthe technical feasibility ofelectronic
bonding.l223 TCC urges the Commission to require the provision oftimely and accurate CARE
by all local service providers to all IXCs}:z24 Vartee asserts that incumbent LECs and IXCs

1115 Ameriteeh July 10 Ex Pane.

1116 Letter from Patricia Koch, Assistant Vice President, Federal External Affairs aDd~Relations, Bell
Atlantic, to William Caton, Acting Secretary, FCC, June 21,1996 (BeUAtJantic June 21 Ex PtII1e).

1117 GTE reply at 23 n.31 (GTE provides elec1ronic bonding for 1rOUb1e administration to bo1hAT~T and MCI).

1111 Letter from Cwdie :£by, Executive Director-Federal~ to WiUiIm Caton, AetiDg~ FCC, June
28, 1996 (U S West June 28 Ex Parte). US West supports a medfated electronic interface fOr IXCs to Submit
trouble reports to U S West. ld

1119 U S West July 9 Ex Pane.

1%» Letter from Alan Cort, Director, Federal ReauIItorY MIdten, NYNEX to William CItaa, Actina Sea'e18rY, FCC
July 12, 1996 (NYNEX July 12 ExP~. _sum e1ectioa.ic lICCeIS can be achieved~ "a stana alone PC with a
dial up modem, or 1hrougb. a customer's [IXC's] network to allow network to network connectivity." ld

1211 Order DecJarin2 Resale Prohibitions Void and Establishing T8riffTerms, Cue 94-C-0095, st. 01, (New York
Commission June 15, 1996).

1211 LeUer from Alan Colt, Dinc:tar, Federal~~NYNEX to WUliIIn Caton, Actina~ FCC
.l!llY 17, 1996 (NYNEX July 17 Ex Parle). NYNExWill provide~cP'OYidInwith ICCeU to its DireCt
CuStomer Access System. It is cmrendy testing local service applicatiOns With potential new entIants. ld

1213 MCI comments at 18; Sprint comments at 17; TCC comments at 58 n.60 (currently there are approximately 56
million CARE transactions annually).

l224 TCC comments at S8 (CARE information includes a customer's billing telephone number, working telephone
number, billing address and service address).
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already share access to the Billing Name and Address (DNA) database.l22S TCC argues that all
local service providers should be required to continue to support the standard interface that exists
today for IXCsto request BNA information to complete the billing process for its customers.l226

In addition, TCC notes that competing carriers purchasing unbundled local switching from the
incumbent LEe will require access to billing data to bill IXCs for exchange acceSS.I22?

513. Several commenters advocate national standards for electronic interfaces}22'
Ameritech asserts that "[t]be ability to do business between multiple local exchange carriers and
incumbent LEes dictates that these electronic interfaces adhere to national or industry-based
standards where available."1229 Sprint proposes that the Commission require industry to develop
such standards and incumbent LEes to implement those standards within twelve months.l230

AT&T argues that, while industry bas primary responsibility for developing standards, section
256(bXl) establishes an "oversight" responsibility for the Commission in the development of
such industry standards.1231 American Communications Services argues that such standards
should conform to Bellcore and ANSI requirements as well as relevant industry guidelines and
manufacturer specifications.1232 Ameriteeh asserts that, ifan ANSI or other national or industry­
based standard exists, incumbent LECs should have a duty to conform their electronic interfaces
to those standards within a reasonable period oftime.1233 Sprint reports that industry bas been
working on developing standards for electronic interfaces in the Electronic Communications
Implementation Committee (ECIC),l234 a working committee in the Telecommunications

1225 Vartec comments at 8-9.

1226 TCC comments at 58-59.

1227 TCC comments at 59.

1221 AT&T comments at 36-39; Cable & Wireless comments at 36-37; Teleport comments at 38-39.

1m Ameritech July 10.&Parte at 5.

1230 Sprint comments at 18. See Q/so AT&T comments at 38. AT&T urps the CcmnissioD to direct iDduJtry to
work towards developing such standards, set a date for their implemeatatiOD and make it clear to incumbentLECs
that such standards are a necessary part ofmeeting the requirements ofsections 251(cX3) and (cX4). ld

1231 AT&T comments at 38.
.

1232 ACSI comments at 47;,. Ameritec:h July 10.& Ptrte at 5. Ameritec:h Idds that the telecommunications
industry has the responsibility to develop its own standards through existing bodies such as ANSI. ld

1233 Ameritech July 10.& Parte at S.

1234 ECIC was formerly known as the Electronic Bonding Implementation Team (EBI1) before becoming a working
committee ofATIS. ,
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Industry Forum ofthe Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS).1235 The
ECIC defines electronic bonding as "interactive electronic information exchange involving
applieation-to-applieation communications between telecommunications jurisdictions"
supporting operations, administration, maintenance, and provisioning.W6 The ECIC has already
developed guidelines for a "Trouble Administration" application and is close to completing those
for an "Interexchange Carrier/Customer Account Record Exchange" applicatiOn.I237 A few
incumbent LEes identified the "Electronic Data Interchange (ED1)" standard as a potential basis
for electronic interfaces.l231 Several parties also commented that the Ordering and Billing Forum
(OBF) is working on developing standards for electronic interfaces.1239 SBC and NYNEX note
that ECIC, OBF, EDI and the TIMI standards committeesU40 are all working in conjunction to
develop electronic interfaces for inter-telecommunications company transaetions. I241

514. AT&T argues that a national standard for electronic interfaces should provide for a
uniform method ofaccess to underlying information by competing caniers to all incumbent
LECs. As envisioned by AT&T, such a gateway would provide transparent access for all
competing local exchange providers to incumbent LEe administrative and back office databases.
Bell Atlantic and AT&T together agree that, given "appropriate guidance from the Commission,
the industry can achieve COnseDSUS on sufficient data elements and formatting conventions to
facilitate that 95% ofall inter-telecommunications company transactions may be processed via

1235 Letter ftom Jay Keithley, Vice PnsideD.t. Law & Extema1 Affairs, Sprint, to W"dIiam F. CatGo, Ac:tiDa
Sec:retIrY,FC~~ 25, 1996 (Sprint June 2S Ex Pat*). Cum:at active members ofthe EClC include: Ameritech,
AT&T, Den A ·c. BeIlSouth, CinciDDati Bell, nsm: GT'E, MCI, NYNEX, ObjectiveS~~

Con S Pacific Be PiteUi Cable SNET Southwestern Be • Touchof~~. .=eoics,~ and US\Jest. ld See'also LeUer ftom ToddS~~-FedeTa1~.SBC
ComInUDicatioDs to William Caton, Acting Secretary, FCC (July 12, 1996J (SBC July 12 Ex Parte).

1236 Sprint June 2S Ex Parte.

I2J7 Sprint June 2S Ex Parte. The ECIC will next work on a "OrderiDaIProvisic . "-IL..ti.- It'" ideDtified
but DOt. et established~ for other lic:atioDs inc!wtiD&: PeIlonuDceIOD~---'"Aimin MODitorinL
N=~TI'Iffi MaDIa IpPT~ IDd ReDoitiaL 0rdcrDI&~ LEe Services (including
Resale), SONET,~A~/CaDIbiJity,B~~for~mdLlrpmc
CustDJDers, and pany Billina. ld s.eDlrtiu S West July 9 Ex Parte.

123IAmeritech July 10 Ex Parte at 5-6. EDI is defined by the Telecommunications Industry Forum.ld at 6.

1239 AT&T comments at 38; BeDSouth reply at 27; Ameritech Ju!y 10Ex Pt1I1e at 5. An e1ecaoaic 9J'derinI ~
interface could be buecl OIl the "1CCeII service I'f!CIUCIt" defined by OBF. BilliDa iaforaIation could~~
via the "excbage message in1erface" or the "excJUmce message rilcord" also defined by OBF. Ameritech July 10
Ex Parte at 5-6.

1240 TIMI is a standards committee under the T1 Telecommunications committee, and is a part ofATIS..
1341 SBC July 12 Ex Pt1I1e; NYNEX July 17 Ex Parte.
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